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This study aims to discover if and how archivists promote their analog film collections 
through outreach events. The researcher also wanted to learn how archivists felt about 
analog film in the digital age. The study utilized a survey sent out through the 
Association of Moving Image Archivists email listserv; a post-survey was sent out to 
willing participants to help draw final conclusions. The survey showed that outreach 
activities are occurring, and analog film is still valuable to archivists but as many studies 
show, resources and challenges limit the amount that can be done. The study supported 
the tension between digital files and analog film, and future trends will determine if 
analog film continues to be promoted for future generations.  
Headings: 
Film Archives.  
Archive Outreach Programs.  
Digitization of Archival Materials.  





   
THE SECOND ACT OF ANALOG FILM: PROMOTION OF 
ANALOG FILM IN THE DIGITAL AGE 
by 
Dena B Schulze 
A Master’s paper submitted to the faculty 
of the School of Information and Library Science 
of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Master of Science in 
Library Science. 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 





   1
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................................................. 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW....................................................................................................................... 4 
DIGITIZATION ..................................................................................................................................... 4 
ANALOG AND AUTHENTICITY .............................................................................................................. 8 
CHANGES IN ARCHIVES ..................................................................................................................... 10 
ACCESS AND OUTREACH IN FILM ARCHIVES ..................................................................................... 12 
METHODS ........................................................................................................................................... 15 
FINDINGS ............................................................................................................................................ 18 
DISCUSSION ....................................................................................................................................... 26 
OUTREACH ........................................................................................................................................ 26 
DIGITIZATION ................................................................................................................................... 29 
VALUE OF ANALOG ........................................................................................................................... 30 
CONCLUSION ..................................................................................................................................... 33 
BIBLIOGRAPHY ................................................................................................................................ 35 
APPENDIX A ....................................................................................................................................... 39 










The cinema began with a passionate, physical relationship between celluloid 
and the artists and craftsmen and technicians who handled it, manipulated it, 
and came to know it the way a lover comes to know every inch of the body of 
the beloved. No matter where the cinema goes, we cannot afford to lose sight 
of its beginnings. 
      Martin Scorsese, Film Director 
 
The birth of cinema over a century ago marked the creation of a unique media that 
offers an incomparable view of history and entertainment. The field of film has 
undergone multiple transitions in its one hundred plus years.  From the introduction of 
sound and color to the use of different film materials, all those involved with film from 
its beginning have seen it change. Near the end of the twentieth century, archives 
struggled with “nitrate won’t wait” campaigns to save materials from combustion and 
decay on nitrate film stock. The twenty first century offers a plethora of opportunities and 
challenges with the transition to digital. Today, movies can be streamed on the Internet 
while the user sits in the comfort of their home or riding the bus to work. No longer are 
movie theaters the only place film can be seen. User demands are changing; they want 
everything instantaneous and accessible with a connection to Wi-Fi. Archives and 
cultural heritage institutions are trying to jump on the bandwagon by offering information 
online, but digitization has challenges of its own. Digitization takes time and money that 
most archives do not have. Film archives have reels of films that are still sitting on 
shelves, un-digitized and relatively unknown. The films are valuable because of their 
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historical and obsolete format and the possibly unique and important information they 
contain. The purpose of outreach is to get the ‘stuff’ sitting on shelves out to the public 
and make their existence known. However, the digital age has changed the way in which 
outreach is conducted and what users expect of these materials. Why would a user go to a 
physical archive space to watch a physical reel of film when they have millions of other 
choices streaming online? What is the value of analog film reels in the digital age? Are 
archivists reaching out to users to tell them what they have on their shelves is important 
and worth their time? If so, how are they doing this? These questions concern 
overarching themes involving access, users, outreach, value and more. This paper focuses 
on a single frame in the much bigger film of these themes, by highlighting the outreach 
activities of film archivists concerning their analog film collections and eliciting their 






Little is written about film archives compared with other topics in archival literature 
and library science. Therefore, any topic pertaining to film archives is a small slice in an 
already small pie. Thus, this literature review will also pull from outside of film archive 
literature to strengthen its argument. The first section will review literature on 
digitization, its pros and cons, specifically focusing on opinions of film archivists. The 
second section will detail the relationship between analog formats and authenticity and 
the different experiences viewing analog and digital film formats. The third section will 
discuss changes in both film and archives due to the digital transition. The final section 
will discuss access and outreach techniques in film archives and beyond.  
Digitization 
Digitization of analog film is the 21st century mode of access, reaching many new 
users online than ever possible in person. While digitization may be the goal, it is far 
from reality for most archives. Karen Gracy conducted multiple studies on archivists’ 
attitudes toward film digitization. She sent out a survey to film archivists in 2012 
concerning digitization and distribution in film archives. She found that out of her 16 
respondents, “75% have digitized less than 5% of all of their motion picture holdings” 
(437). She concluded that film archivists have a strong interest in digitization projects but 
there are “significant barriers” to digitization (446). In this survey, the perceived barriers 
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to digitization included lack of funds, lack of trained staff, lack of equipment, lack of 
standards and best practices, copyright, and lack of time (443). In another study, Gracy 
(2013) discussed the feelings some archivists have about digitization projects. 
Digitization is an important access tool and this study focused on the transition archivists 
are facing and how they are dealing with it. She concluded that “these new modes of 
access can be alternatively exciting, disconcerting or even overwhelming to archivists” 
(362). Users are used to having everything at their fingertips and archives are striving to 
meet this demand. McDonough (2006) describes this transition and demand for 
digitization:  
“Demonstrated user demand for electronic resources combined with librarians’ 
desire to enhance access to library materials is a potent combination driving the 
digitization of libraries’ special collections.” (169).  
 
He describes digitization along with detailed metadata as a promising way to provide 
access (188). Conrad (2012) also speaks out about the need to embrace the digital, even if 
analog is better understood and known by archivists. Obsolescence is a major scare for 
film holdings that are not digitized (38). The “marked hesitation” toward digitization that 
Conrad speaks about is found throughout the literature and comes from various 
digitization challenges. The Academy of Motion Picture Arts and Sciences put out a 
report titled The Digital Dilemma (2008) that lists these major problems and 
unwillingness to accept all things digital. This study is aimed at informing the motion 
picture industry about issues with the digital and consulted “experts in the [motion 
picture] field” to garner information (Foreword). The report focuses on long-term 
preservation and whether digital preservation of films can meet or exceed the longevity 
of the analog form of preservation. The Academy looked for a digital archival system that 
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gives guaranteed access for at least 100 years as the stable film format does now and 
found that it does not exist yet (49). Hilderbrand describes the three major dilemmas with 
digital technologies that archives must face: there are no international archival standards, 
the physical materials must still be maintained along with the digital as both age and 
there are many copyright issues in digitizing (2). Leading institutions such as the Library 
of Congress and National Film Preservation Foundation have best practices that can be 
followed by other institutions, but many smaller institutions have to adapt or create new 
standards that work for their institution. Each archive has different practices, standards 
and workflow processes that impact their digitization of materials and how they provide 
access to those materials. Gaustad (2012) wrote about his digitization projects at the 
National Library of Norway and described some of the challenges:  
A consequence of being at the forefront, as the library has been when it comes to 
mass digitization and access, means that we have had little external experience to rely 
on, as well as the lack of international standards and recommendation for our work” 
(105).  
 
This was a common thread throughout archival literature (Conrad (2012), Hilderbrand 
(2007), Fossati (2009), etc.)  
  As materials are put on sites like Youtube and other streaming services, Hilderbrand 
describes both archivists’ “anxiety” and “enthusiasm” with these new modes of access, 
continuing the contradiction (1). As Francis (2002) points out, the digital environment for 
film is not fully secure. He gives the example of the Library of Congress, which is putting 
aside $5 million a year “to refresh digital holdings” (19). He also notes that while film 
reels gradually decay, a “digital loss is total” (23). Usai (2013) states the two main 
obstacles for digitization are the constant migration needed and the obsolescence of 
storage equipment (11). Other challenges he notes are the “ephemeral nature of digital 
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formats,” possible corruption of data and the inability for archives to have full control 
over their materials once they are digitized and uploaded to the web (12). Digitization has 
great appeal but the kinks have not been worked out for archives. 
Digitization projects are also very expensive, and most archives are already on strict 
budgets. Mohan (2008) found that extra funding archives received from grants or 
donations rarely went to digitization projects as he describes in an “Environmental Scan 
of Moving Images Collections in the US.” Instead, these funds went to the stability and 
acquisition of collections (16). Jones sums up the challenges in his book The Past is a 
Moving Picture (2012) as “expensive, labor intensive and technologically challenging” 
(21). Archivists not only have to focus on everyday tasks but also find ways to stretch 
their resources to aid in digitization projects. With limited resources, archives usually 
cannot conduct large-scale digitization projects and difficult choices have to be made 
about where to spend those resources. The transition from analog to digital has created an 
“information explosion” as well as a “threat of information extinction” (21). Because of 
these challenges, archives will have to pick and carefully select what to digitize. 
Consequently, more people will have access but to a smaller amount of material (174).  
The digital age is still new compared to the decades of analog preservation and 
therefore effects of the digital age on film are still not fully known. An article in the LA 
Times made an interesting comparison: “much like global warming, the digital archive 
problem emerged suddenly, its effects remain murky and the brunt of its effect will be 




Analog and Authenticity 
Another section of film literature details the archival importance of originality and 
authenticity concerning the original analog format. Both the Association of Moving 
Image Archives (AMIA) and the International Federation of Film Archives (FIAF) 
discuss original format in their code of ethics. AMIA’s code of ethics state that their 
goals are “to restore and preserve artifacts without altering the original materials, 
whenever possible” as well as “to balance the priority of protecting the physical integrity 
of objects/artifacts with facilitating safe and non-discriminatory access to them” 
(Amianet.org). FIAF’s code of ethics includes section 1.6 which states “when providing 
access to materials by programming, projection, or other means, archives will seek to 
achieve the closest possible approximation to the original viewing experience” 
(fiafnet.org) Horak (2006) clarifies that the archival rule of thumb is to keep a film in its 
original format if at all possible (116). She couples this with the fact that 16mm film is a 
viable archival preservation medium and holds a steady presence in archives today (113, 
115).   In another article, Horak (2007) describes the “intrinsic value” film has in and of 
itself apart from the information it contains. Therefore, some archivists insist that a film 
be preserved and shown in its original format (35). Meyer (2005) describes the projection 
of analog film as part of an archives “museological function” and a core part of their 
identity in the future (18). Digitization changes the original analog and originality is an 
important archival principle, keeping things as close to the original as possible. 
Therefore, projecting an analog film in its original format would be important to gain the 
original look and feel of the film, as it was created. Meyer (2005) points out that the 
aesthetics of an analog film projection are “almost impossible to duplicate” and 
projection is “essential to bringing the film to life” (18). Any changes from the original 
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makes the derivatives simply a simulation (18). Fossati (2009) points out the archival 
connection between the original and the authentic: “authenticity is fully experienced only 
when an original print is projected” (100, 117). With the digitization era upon us, there is 
no doubt compromises will have to be made between authenticity and access in the 
digital over the analog.  
It is apparent that digital technology is the future of archives and analog formats are 
becoming obsolete. Archivists have to make choices between the analog past and digital 
future. Knowles (2016) reasons that analog formats symbolize the past and may serve as 
representations of certain nostalgic feelings. In this time of transition, Morris makes a 
connection between analog formats and “a form of slowness” that is pushing back against 
new paradigms of “ever increasing speed” (147). This would mean that analog films hold 
a significance simply because they are not up to the speed of current digital technology.   
Another difference between analog and digital is the experience of watching the film. 
Analog projection must take place in a structured environment that is set up with 
necessary equipment and usually holds a large space for an audience. Digital access to 
films can happen virtually anywhere and is usually solitary or in much smaller groups. 
Giuliani (2010) discusses the unique relationship created when an audience watches a 
film in a room with others. This “film experience” makes the film more than just the 
images themselves but the “relationship between moving images and their interpretation 
by a collective audience” (7). Giuliani worries that limiting access to this film experience 
will cause audiences to view films via substandard or illegal means, greatly harming the 
future of cinema (7). While there is no doubt things are changing in film preservation, 
analog film continues to exist even with the inclination to digitize. Fossati (2009) points 
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out that “old media never disappear completely” so archivists will have to learn to 
balance between old and new. The archive of the future will look much different than the 
archive of the past (19).  
Changes in Archives  
How are archives adapting to these changes in digital and analog formats? The 
complete ramifications of the transition to digital are not fully known but archives are 
already feeling the shift. The transition is slow and archivists are trying to determine their 
role in the digital world with one foot still left in the analog sphere.  Usai (2013) asks 
important questions about how the film archive will continue to identify itself from other 
cultural heritage institutions. If everything is digital, how will film archives distinguish 
themselves “from many other content providers proliferating on the internet?” (12). The 
traditional model of film archives based on analog film must be changed to include the 
technologies of the present and future. This is creating new challenges and a crisis of 
identity. Mattock (2010) summarizes this drastic change:  
“Traditional archival theory has centered around paper-based records for which 
archives have physical custody. These records are produced on a stable, human-
readable medium. Digital records, however, are technologically dependent, 
unreadable to the human eye, and do not exist in a physical form. The preservation of 
these complicated records requires a rethinking of theory and practice and presents 
ethical challenges for which current codes of ethics provide little guidance” (75).  
 
The way in which archives have been working for decades, the analog workflow, has to 
be completely changed.  
 Ricci’s case study (2017) analyzed the archival treatment of a representation of 
concert footage in three institutions. One of the institutions studied, UCLA, showed a 
direct change in traditional archival theory and experimented in restoration techniques. 
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This led to some concluding questions for the future of archives, three of which are 
relevant to the digital transition discussed here:  
1) “Will digital formats, venues and platforms invite new forms of textual 
participation or will they reiterate traditional roles for audiences, critics and 
historians? 
2) Will the field’s recognition of the impossibility of preserving everything and of 
the inadequacies of determinist and teleological historiographies lead to a 
conservative retrenchment or to additional advocacy?  
3) If it is true that the archival field is in the process of rethinking itself, how will its 
core functions be altered?”  (454-455) 
The archivist must now make choices about how and what to digitize and what this 
means for their collections and their institutions. Gaustad (2012) explains the inability to 
exactly copy the look and feel of a film reel into a digital file and how this impacts the 
archive’s role and mission. These details signify an underlying paradigm change in the 
question “what is film” and therefore, “what do we need to digitize to preserve a film” 
(107). Archivists are now caught between caring for analog materials as well as the 
digital counterparts and the boundaries of each. 
As analog forms are being digitized, the change in format also changes the nature of 
film. Newell (2012) describes the relationship between digital objects and the actual 
artefact and the little analysis done between the two. The digital object has a life of its 
own with distinctive qualities while the physical original has limited access. Newell notes 
that “the diminishing connection to the physical traces of the past will not be without 
repercussions for our understanding of history” (290). A main question archives need to 
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ask themselves is “how does the affect of an artefact change when it is digitized?” (295). 
In response to this question, Newell suggests using digital objects “to enhance and 
complement, rather than attempt to replace” (301).  
Cave (2008) discusses the loss of context when films are digitized and the artifact 
itself is lost to the user. He draws parallels to the music industry in which music is 
streamed and downloaded instead of buying a physical copy; music industry giants have 
noted giant profit drops and a reshaping of the entire industry. The move to the intangible 
from physical copies means that “content is everywhere and nowhere in particular” (4). 
Part of the archivist’s job is to create context for their assets and this is becoming a new 
challenge in the digital realm.  
Access and Outreach in Film Archives 
With the changes occurring internally, archives must also change how they relate 
externally to their users. According to Association of Moving Image Archivists (AMIA) 
code of ethics, one of their goals is to “provide access to content, as much as possible” 
and to “balance the priority of protecting the physical integrity of objects/artifacts with 
facilitating safe and non-discriminatory access to them.” Access in film archives has 
always been challenging because of the equipment needed to play the material. Prelinger 
(2007) notes that “excepting a few exemplary institutions, access to most moving image 
collections is still minimal” because of restrictions, technology and copyright (114). In 
his book From Grain to Pixel (2009), Fossati (200) describes different models of access 
for film archives: the traditional “push model” of archivists making material available to 
the user versus the “pull model” where users have “immediate on demand access” to 
materials without an intermediary (94). The traditional model is no longer sufficient to 
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meet the needs of the users while the pull model basically cuts out the role of the archive. 
Once again, a balance must be met between new and old.  
Digitization has gone a long way to opening up access but as discussed earlier, comes 
with its own challenges. Frick (2014) found that “AMIA conference session topics over 
the last ten years show that professional AV preservationists have largely viewed digital 
technologies as an access tool for analog material” (21). Another main type of outreach 
and promotion for film archives is the screening or exhibition of films. Leonard’s study 
(2011) of access in film archives versus academic and local archives found that “ninety 
percent of the moving image archives examined screen and exhibit audiovisual materials” 
(30). Only fifty percent of moving image archives studied offered online streaming of 
some of their materials (31).  
To continue access and outreach of their materials, film archives will have to stretch 
the boundaries of traditional practice and create new ways to attract users. Leonard 
(2011) concluded that “moving images do not have to stay hidden on back shelves; by 
looking outside of traditional archives and performing communication and collaboration 
with other professionals, archivists can better promote moving image materials” (2). Rick 
Prelinger, a film scholar and archivist, stated that he believed “access will largely 
determine whether archives flourish or stagnate in the coming years” (2009, 166). For 
them to survive, Prelinger urges archives to be open to experiment; “future observers will 
credit today’s rule breakers for developing the strategies and practices that allow archives 
to thrive” (173). Frick (2014) offered a similar statement, concluding in her study that 
“media preservation professionals need to get out of their ‘comfort zone’ of focusing on 
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twentieth century analog techniques and shake off the quasi-nostalgic view of the 
preservation heyday of the 1990s” (20).  
New ways of outreach and promotion of materials is the way to ensure archives 
survive in the future. There is little literature about recent outreach activities on film 
archives, but lessons can be pulled from general archival collections. Stolz (2017) writes 
about “the magic of outreach” to “promote protect and connect the community to the 
collections” as well as promote the archive itself and raise funds in the community (4). 
Social media is often used in archives to promote materials by reaching users where they 
are: online. Mason (2014) studied archival use of multiple social media platforms 
including Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, blogs, podcasts, Flickr, Wikis and even virtual 
environments. Her research in the literature found that there is “enormous potential for 
the use of social media to have a positive impact on promotional outreach” (158). Film 
archives could utilize these platforms for promotion of both analog and digital material. 
No matter how they do it, archives must evolve and continue to reach new users or they 
will fade to simply storage units or servers.  
 However, there is little literature on how archives are promoting their films and 
stretching the boundaries, specifically concerning those materials that have not been 
digitized and remain hidden on shelves. This paper aims to answer the question: How do 
film archives actively promote their analog film collections in the digital age? A 
secondary research question concerns the value of analog film materials in the digital 
age: do film archivists believe there is still value in analog film in the digital age? 
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Methods 
To discover how film archivists promote their analog film collections an online 
survey was created to reach those who manage analog film collections (Appendix A). 
Along with the main research question about the promotion of analog film, the survey 
also sought to discover film archivists’ opinion about analog film in the digital age, 
specifically the value of analog film today. The beginning of the survey contained 
definitions of outreach and film as they are used in the questions. These questions 
addressed social media use, screenings, other outreach activities, and opinions concerning 
digitization and analog film. The survey was created using Qualtrics software, which 
contains a logic tool where participants only receive questions that apply to their previous 
responses. For example, if a participant responded that their institution does not use 
social media as an outreach tool, they would not see follow-up questions concerning 
social media use. The last question in the survey asked if the participant would be willing 
to answer follow up questions concerning this topic and, if so, to give their email contact.  
This survey mirrored questions from other published surveys used in related 
research studies such as social media use in archives (Heyliger, 2013) and outreach 
university archivists (Chute, 2002). Surveys are often used in library and archival 
research because of their practicality and ease of dispersal. Sue and Ritter (2012) describe 
survey questions as “a way for researchers to discover a respondent’s opinion, 
knowledge, and behavior” (2). This survey aimed at discovering both opinions and 
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behaviors of film archivists.  Consequently, it contains both open and closed ended 
questions in order to gain qualitative and quantitative data. Open-ended questions were 
used to learn about film archivists’ opinions about analog film and allow respondents to 
use their own words (Sue and Ritter, 2012, 7). Most of the questions were close-ended, as 
is the case in most online surveys, because “they are easy to answer, are familiar to most 
respondents, and provide reliable measurement” (Sue and Ritter, 2012, 11).  
The request survey was sent out in an email addressed to members of the 
Association of Moving Image Archives listserv with a link to the Qualtrics survey. The 
survey was sent out mid-January and closed on February 9th. A reminder email was sent 
out in the middle of the survey window. Thirty-six responses were recorded.  
This study also has limitations concerning its reach and platform. Since the survey 
was sent in an email, it could be easily overlooked or ignored by recipients. Wright 
(2005) discusses self-selection bias in online survey research as a major limitation: “there 
is a tendency of some individuals to respond to an invitation to participate in an online 
survey, while others ignore it, leading to a systematic bias.” Lavrakas (2008) defines the 
problem with self-selection bias occurring when “a respondent chooses to do a survey for 
reasons that are systematically related to the behaviors or attributes under study.” 
However, a respondent’s propensity to take this survey should not overly bias the results. 
In addition, because of the limited research study time and resources, only one listserv 
was contacted for respondents. The film archive community is not heavily documented, 
the exact number of film archivists in the United States does not seem to be recorded 
anywhere and archives can have film without having a dedicated film archivist. 
Therefore, the exact size and proportioned survey sample size is impossible to determine. 
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Thus, the results of this study cannot be generalized to all film archivists or archives but 
give a glimpse at particular outreach practices that can be a jumping off point for further 
research and discussion.  
AMIA is a professional organization for those interested in moving image 
archives. Their website describes who makes up the community of members: 
“We are a global network of media professionals. AMIA members work for 
universities, studios, government and corporate archives, public broadcasting, 
music companies, cultural heritage and arts organizations, broadcasters, 
service providers, libraries, and independent archives, and more.  We 
are archivists, librarians, collectors, curators, students, educators, artists, 
technologists, researchers, distributors, exhibitors, service providers, 
consultants, and advocates.  Everyone working to preserve and access their 
media collections.” 
 
As there are so many different kinds of professionals in AMIA, it was impossible to 
determine this study’s potential sample size. Many members would not be eligible to take 
this survey because they do not work directly with film collections.   
As results were gathered, they were analyzed in Qualtrics using the reports and 
graphing tools. The open-ended questions were analyzed and grouped according to 
common themes that appeared in the answers. This mixed method approach allowed data 
to be collected both on numerical facts about outreach and opinions of the archivists to 
create a more well-rounded view on the topic. After the survey closed and was briefly 
reviewed, a post-survey was sent out to respondents who indicated that they would be 
open to answering follow up questions and gave their emails. It was created to answer 
questions about the respondents’ satisfaction with their current outreach activities listed 




The survey received 36 respondents although not every respondent answered all 
questions. The first question had 36 responses, but the second question had only 28 
responses and the last question had only 18. The chart below shows a graph of respondent 




There are many possible explanations for this variation. The respondent may have not 
been in the position to answer the more detailed questions or may have not wanted to. 
The later questions were also the open-ended questions that take more time to answer and 
the respondent may have been unable or unwilling to spend the extra time. All 
respondents said their archival holdings contained analog film, which qualified them to 
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take the rest of the survey. This was not surprising considering the AMIA listserv the 
survey was distributed through and the introductory page of the survey stated the research 
area of analog film.  
The percentage of film holdings in the repository in which the respondent works 
is varied, with 7 respondents answering 0-10% and 14 respondents answering over 50%. 
In terms of digitization, all respondents who answered this question (28) stated they have 
had some of their films digitized. The majority (25) also answered that less than 50% of 
their film collections are digitized, with 17 collections less than 10% digitized. Two 
respondents answered that they have digitized 75-100% of their collections. These are 





The next section of the survey dealt with how the institution actively promotes its 
film collections (Figure 2). Twenty-one respondents use social media, 15 use on-site 
screenings and events, 15 use off-site screenings and events, 11 use print resources and 5 
answered other. The “other” responses included a website, exhibitions, presentations and 
documentary footage. Five respondents checked off that their institution does not actively 
promote its analog film collections. Reasons for not actively promoting analog film 
collections included lack of resources, promotion not being part of the institution’s 
mission, and films are only used by employees so there is no need to push them out to the 
public. The respondents who had digitized 75-100% (Figure 2) of their collection also 
checked that they did not actively promote their analog film, since they had very little. 
Another respondent, who checked off that they did not actively promote their film 
collection had less than ten percent of film in their collection and did not see promotion 
of film as part of their job. Another respondent explained that they worked at a corporate 
archive and materials were only used within the company. Finally, the last respondent 
who checked that they do not actively promote their film had a collection of 75-100% of 
film and had only digitized less than 10 percent of their collection. No further explanation 
was given.    
Each respondent answered only questions relating to their particular outreach 
activities. Facebook was the most popular social media platform used, followed by 
twitter, blogs, and Instagram. Four respondents answered ‘other’ and all four filled in 
YouTube as their social media platform. For the why of social media, common themes 
included ease of use, broader audience reach and immediate feedback. Question eight of 
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the survey concerned how often institutions post to social media but had to be thrown out 
because of a logic error not presenting the question to all respondents who checked off 
social media.  
The frequency of on-site screenings varied, although 7 of the 15 respondents held 
events less than once a month. On-site events were for mostly reaching the organization 
or campus with which the archive was affiliated, such as a university or museum. They 
also supported visibility of the institution itself. Off-site screenings and events included 
loaning of films to other institutions both locally and globally, and holding community 
events, education events and things like Home Movie Day. For institutions that do not 
have on-site space for screenings, off site is the only choice for outreach events. Other 
reasons included giving film collections visibility as part of the institutions mission and 
reaching a wider audience than those that come to their institution in order to increase the 
visibility and connection of the institution to the community.   
Print materials used for outreach were almost all flyers and posters that described 
events or information about the institution/films. Ease of distribution, visibility and 
spread were popular answers for why print materials are chosen. Age of target audience 
was also mentioned: print materials are preferred by an older audience and stand out to a 
younger audience. In response to other methods of outreach, two respondents answered 
with an online tool such as a digital archive or YouTube that pointed users back to the 
institution and its other holdings. Museum displays and scholarly papers were the other 
two outreach activities mentioned.  
The target populations varied widely from student bodies and film lovers, to the 
general public and “the world.” The goals of the institutions’ outreach activities fell into 
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four broad categories: access, engagement, visibility and use. For funding, the majority of 
respondents answered either general archive funds or grants. No outreach programs were 
funded through donations and only a few were funded through fees. Other funding 
included “marketing budget” and “ticket sales, museum overhead costs.”  
Nine of fifteen respondents said their institution spent less than ten hours a week 
on outreach events. One respondent responded their institution spends forty plus hours a 
week on outreach events. This respondent also had over 100 people working on outreach 
at their institution. The other respondent who answered forty plus hours had events 2-3 
times a week with twenty people working on outreach at their institution. Four 
respondents said they spent ten to twenty hours a week on outreach. Nine of fourteen 
respondents answered that only one or two people are involved in film outreach 
initiatives at their institution. Other responses ranged from four people to one hundred 
people involved in film outreach and one ‘unsure.’  
Only six out of twenty respondents did any kind of user study on those who 
interact with their institutions’ film collections. The three explanations of these user 
studies included “surveys are used to find out what users thought of the program or 
activity,” “business intelligence,” and research studies on information-seeking behaviors 
and user-tagging of content.  
The survey then shifts gears and focuses on respondents’ opinions about 
digitization and analog film. Answering how digitization has changed outreach and 
promotion, the 16 responses fell into four main themes:  1) no longer using analog 2) a 
doorway to analog 3) easier access 4) no change.  
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Four responses stated that digitization had not changed their promotion of non-
digital film while four others said the opposite: because of digitization they no longer 
promote their analog materials. Seven respondents mentioned access in their responses. 
Two of these answers discussed how digital content led back to and increased interest of 
the analog material. The rest of the access responses were about the ease in which digital 
content can be accessed for users versus analog material.     
Respondents were asked to agree or disagree on seven statements concerning 
digitization and analog film. Figure 3 displays the results for these questions.  
 
Respondents agreed that the role of the archivist has changed with digitization, the digital 
format is the best for access and that analog materials should be kept even after 
digitization. The group was split on digitizing everything as the goal, showing a film on 
its original format, the loss of something when analog is turned into digital, and 
Figure 3 
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promotion of analog film being an important part of the job. One respondent disagreed 
with the statement about keeping analog materials after they are digitized. However, this 
same person did say there was value in the analog format, which seems inconsistent. The 
final survey question asked respondents if they think there is value still in analog films in 
the digital age and 100% answered yes. Common themes in the explanation part of this 
question included value for preservation, for historical and educational purposes and for 
keeping materials in their original formats as an archival principle. Many responses 
mentioned that analog is best for long-term preservation due to the unknowns of digital 
preservation. Several other responses mentioned the benefits of analog materials for 
students, researchers, future generations and artists as a record and evidence of the past.  
Fifteen respondents said they would be willing to answer follow-up questions and 
gave their email. Fourteen of these respondents answered the first question of the follow-
up survey, with 13 answering the third question and 11 answering the fourth and final 
question. For the first question, 8 respondents answered they are satisfied with their 
institution’s film outreach activities while 6 answered they were not satisfied. The next 
question asked for improvements that could be made to the institutions outreach 
activities. Themes included more screenings, administrator awareness and support, more 
digitization and more education for users. Looking towards the future, five respondents 
saw analog film outreach continuing, three said they did not and five said maybe. 
Multiple responses mentioned that other priorities such as preservation and digitization 
may overtake outreach activities because of the time and funds required. Lacking funds, 
support, space, technology and the digital shift were other reasons analog film’s future is 
up in the air. However, many respondents shared a hope that analog film outreach would 
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continue with increased funding and interest. One respondent answered that “it would 














The results from the survey cannot be generalized because it only represents a 
small group of archivists and institutions. However, the findings can contribute to the 
overall conversation of the divide between analog and digital film and what this means 
for the future of film archives. The results from the survey can begin to answer the 
research questions posed at the beginning of the study concerning outreach, digitization 
and the value of analog film.  
Outreach  
How do film archives actively promote their analog film collections in the digital age?  
Only five survey respondents answered that they did not actively promote their 
analog material, and two of these had over 75% of their material digitized. For the other 
twenty-three respondents, some form of outreach was occurring at their institution. The 
outreach activities were varied, and many respondents explained more than one way they 
are promoting their films. A common theme appeared in all of the explanations for why 
certain activities were chosen for outreach: the respondents are trying to reach the 
greatest and most diverse group of people possible to get their collection seen.  
Social media was the most popular because that is where most users are. One respondent 
uses social media because it “can engage an audience in a more regular and more casual 
manner.” Another said, “users are on social media so we are on social media.” This 
respondent also noted a negative aspect of social media:
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“we don’t reach ‘that’ many people on Facebook, for example, usually only 100s 
by Facebook’s own metrics (whatever those mean) and significant staff time can 
go into maintaining these accounts” 
 
Even print materials were aimed at reaching a different audience. One archivist said: 
“especially since we are located in a city, there is a considerable amount of 
foot traffic everywhere. By strategically placing flyers and posters around the 
city at locations of high traffic (coffee shops, other cultural spaces) we can 
take advantage of catching someone’s eye as they walk past, even if they do 
not know about the institution already.” 
 
These outreach events trying to reach maximum impact match up with many of the 
respondents’ targeted populations, which are very broad. Whether these activities are 
reaching as many people as possible would be another study, but archivists are trying to 
push their analog film out.  
The screenings and events are important in another way: they create the collective 
film going experience that is lost when films are digitized and watched online. Many of 
the explanations for both on- and off-site screening choices dealt with connecting with 
the local community in different ways. One respondent wrote that on-site screenings 
“reminds the larger university community that we are here.” When answering why analog 
film still has value, a respondent stated that “digitized films are merely a representation 
of the original work and they are unable to capture all aspects and details of that original 
analog work.” This echoes the writings of Guiliani (2010), Horak (2007) and Meyer 
(2005) about the importance of showing the original and the unique experience created in 
the audience of a film screening. However, the needed technology to recreate the film 
experience, such as projector and screen, can be difficult to obtain and is an obstacle to 
holding these kinds of events. This is seen in in the post survey question about improving 
outreach events when one respondent said they wanted “more public exhibition of 
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original film formats and using those screenings to explain the value of analog film.” The 
reasons this is not happening goes back to lack of equipment, funds and time.  
The responses regarding outreach were mostly positive and active, meaning that 
different outreach events are taking place. The archivists are trying to make the 
collections visible. As shown in the literature, access to moving images has unique 
challenges. The goals addressed in the AMIA mission, “to provide access to content, as 
much as possible” are seen in many of the answers given in this survey. Similar language 
is even used when archivists were asked what the goals of their outreach projects were. 
Responses included “keep the film collections accessible and vital,” “to make our 
collection as accessible as possible and to engage the public in conversation about the 
historical aspects of our materials,” and “to make people aware of the existence of our 
materials and let them know that these materials are available for study and use.” 
Many respondents also revealed the many difficulties they face in their outreach 
efforts. One archivist stated that his or her institution did not actively promote its film 
collections because they “are a small staff serving a large and growing institution.” 
Another said that “A/V preservation [and promotion] was put on the back burner” and 
that their position, which is relatively new, was “the first step in trying to get a handle on 
the AV collections.” The two types of funding most often used were general archive 
funds and grants. Both of these can be unstable funding sources for outreach activities, 
especially if other activities take priority. Many respondents also mentioned that they 
were part of a larger institution and may need to subvert their requests for outreach events 
to other needs of the larger institution. One respondent mentioned this in the follow-up 
survey about the improvement they would make to their outreach activities: “number one 
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is to even be on the radar of the administrators.” Funds, resources, staff, technology and 
institutions are all barriers to outreach. These can also be barriers to digitization!   
The post-survey showed that there can always be improvements, even though 
more people were content with their outreach events than those who were unsatisfied.  
The future of analog film and these outreach events seems to be unclear to the 
participating archivists and will depend on future trends. One respondent noted that “it 
would require a major shift to turn away from analog film entirely.” Financial support, 
institutional support and other interest areas will tell what kind of analog outreach events 
continue in the future.  
Digitization 
Although this study focused on outreach events concerning analog film, it did 
brush against many digitization topics. This relates to the “in the digital age” part of the 
research question. This survey echoed the results of Gracy’s (2012) study in that there is 
interest in digitization projects; all participating institutions answered they have digitized 
some part of their collection, but there were “significant barriers” to digitization (446). 
These barriers are most likely the reason the majority of the institutions in this survey had 
digitized less than 25% of their collection.  
Many short answers in this survey also echoed the lack of long-term digital 
preservation efforts as found in The Digital Dilemma (2008). One respondent described 
the digital age as “unstable and unpredictable.” There are still a lot of unknowns with the 
digital files created today. One archivist described their thinking when it comes to digital 
versus analog:  
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“You never know what’s going to happen in the future and so far, film is 
holding up far better than its digital counterparts. Digitized films are great for 
access and, in many ways they are easier to deal with, but do I trust that they 
will be around for any length of time? Nope.” 
 
Although the theme of digitization for preservation was not strongly supported in this 
survey, digitization for access was. The majority of respondents felt that a digital format 
is the best for access to films. Almost every explanation of how digitization of materials 
has changed the promotion of non-digital materials mentioned access, except for the 
respondent who stated there was no change. One respondent aptly noted that “users are 
now only interested in what they can watch and listen to. Anything else leaves them 
disappointed and un-interested.” Another said that “there’s an assumption that what’s on 
the web is all there is” when in reality this is a vast understatement. 
While common themes emerged concerning access and digitization, there was a 
lot of variance in how the institutions reacted to this change and how they continued to 
promote their analog film while digitizing. Some stopped promoting it all together, rarely 
to never showing film on their original format. Others let the digital films lead back to the 
analog material. Finding a solution to the balance between analog and digital, as 
discussed in the literature, and shown in this study, cannot be solved in a broad manner. 
No overarching practices will work for each institution; instead, solutions have to be 
adapted to fit the individual institution and archivists.  
Value of Analog 
Do film archivists believe there is still value in analog film in the digital age?  
All eighteen respondents who answered this question agreed that there is value in 
analog film. All but one respondents also agreed to some level to the statement that 
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“analog materials should be kept once digitized.” So, the participating archivists are not 
ready to get rid of analog film quite yet, and believe it has some sort of value in the 
digital age. However, the levels of agreement on the other questions asking for opinions 
on analog film were more varied. The respondents were split on whether a film needs to 
be shown on its original format, whether the goal is to digitize everything and whether 
something is lost when a film is not shown in its original format.  
The reasons given for the value of analog film also varied by respondent. There 
were popular themes, such as long-term preservation, but every response was unique. 
Archivists were also concerned about showing future generations how film was screened 
in the past. One response stated that analog film has value because of “nostalgia, [it is] 
historically important to show new generations how media was distributed and screened.” 
Another said: 
“they [films] provide perspective on a period during the Twentieth Century when 
not everyone was taking photos or shooting video of everything that happens. It’s 
hard to imagine such a scenario now, especially for people born after the year 
2000.”  
 
One answer to the question “is there still value in analog film in the digital age?” is that 
analog film is valuable because it is the digital age and it is important to see how things 
have changed. The other answer to the explanation of value, mentioned in the section 
above, is that the digital is not as stable as the analog materials. Archival principles of 
originality and authenticity, as mentioned in the literature, also were seen in the reasons 
for keeping analog film. One respondent said analog has value because “they are the 
originals and contain information the digital copies do not have.” Another explained that 
“for preservation, there is no question that analog films have value in a digital age…. the 
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analog object should always be retained as the original artifact of a work that originated 
as analog.” These varying responses and explanations show the broad definition the word 
“value” can take and also what this may mean for the future of outreach of analog film. If 
the value is purely in its history as a format, all analog film need not be saved. Only a few 
representations will suffice. If the value is in long-term preservation, all analog film 
needs to be saved, but access may need to be restricted in order to ensure its longevity. 
However, if the value is in showing the original format, access and outreach will be a big 
component of this. Archivists will have to invite people into their space to watch the 
projected film through outreach events and make sure the public knows they are there. 
Once again, a balance must be met between access and outreach. Every time a film is 
projected, archivists take a chance that it is the last time it will be played due to 
continuing decay. Each institution and archivist will have to make difficult decisions on 










While this survey only garnered a small number of responses in comparison to the 
innumerable professionals who work with analog film, the responses show similar trends 
to the existing literature. There is no perfect answer for how to promote and reach the 
maximum number of people in outreach activities for analog film or how to balance 
analog and digital formats in terms of access, outreach and preservation. Based on the 
responses of this survey there are more research avenues that need to be undertaken in the 
future. This survey explores the outreach events undertaken by select institutions but 
barely touches on the frequency and success of these events. Researching obsolete media 
formats, technology and skills is vital for the future to even be able to show the value in 
analog film. As digitization continues to increase, there will still be analog formats left in 
the backlog that should not go unnoticed because of their historical value. What are the 
best outreach methods to promote these materials and get people to pay attention? This 
question is not just for film archivists but most information professionals. And one 
solution is not going to work for every institution and archivist. But writing about what 
each institution is doing to make sure people are aware of them and their valuable 
materials would be extremely beneficial to institutions across dividing lines. Learning 
from each other and making the best decisions for individual institutions is a first step on 
a better road to outreach and advocacy of these invaluable materials. We must be 
 34 
proactive in promoting analog film material before it vanishes into even greater 
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Thank you for agreeing to participate in this survey.  
Please answer each of the following questions to the best of your ability.  
 
Remember: Participation in this survey is voluntary. You are free to answer or not answer 
any particular question and have no obligation to complete answering the questions once 
you begin. 
 
By clicking next you are agreeing to participate and having your answers recorded. Your 
responses will remain confidential. 
 
For any questions please contact dena@live.unc.edu 
 
 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill   
Research Information Sheet   
IRB Study #: 17-2641   
Principal Investigator: Dena Schulze     
The purpose of this research study is to see discover if and how film archivists 
promote their analog film collections in the digital age. You are being asked to take part 
in a research study because you care for analog film materials in your collection.    
Being in a research study is completely voluntary. You can choose not to be in 
this research study. You can also say yes now and change your mind later.       
If you agree to take part in this research, you will be asked to complete a short 
online survey. Your participation in this study will take about 15-30 minutes.  We expect 
that about thirty people will take part in this research study.      
You can choose not to answer any question you do not wish to answer. You can 
also choose to stop taking the survey at any time. You must be at least 18 years old to 
participate. If you are younger than 18 years old, please stop now.      
The possible risks to you in taking part in this research are: 
  § Chance of loss of confidentiality of name, results and email addresses if 
provided. Great steps are being taken to minimize this risk.  
  The possible benefits to you for taking part in this research are: 
  § To further the conversation of film archives, analog materials, access and 
outreach.       
To protect your identity as a research subject, the researcher will not share your 
information with anyone and any identifying information will be stored separately from 
responses.       
   If you have any questions about this research, please contact the Investigator 
named at the top of this form by calling 336-383-8002 or emailing dena@live.unc.edu. If 
you have questions or concerns about your rights as a research subject, you may contact 
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the UNC Institutional Review Board at 919-966-3113 or by email to 
IRB_subjects@unc.edu.   
 
In this survey:    
    
Film represents the physical film prints in analog form, not digital files. Examples 
include 8mm, 16mm, 35mm, etc. This survey is interested in how archivists manage their 
analog film collections in the digital age.     
  Promotion and outreach are the activities archives create and organize that publicize 
its holdings to potential users.    
      
For any clarifications please email the researcher at dena@live.unc.edu  
 
 
1.Does your archival holdings contain analog films?  
o Yes  (1)  




2. What percentage of your entire archival holdings is film?  
o 0-10%  (1)  
o 10-25%  (2)  
o 25-50%  (3)  
o 50-75%  (4)  





3. Have you had any of your films digitized?  
o Yes  (1)  




4. Approximately what percentage of your film collections are digitized?  
o None  (1)  
o 0-10%  (2)  
o 10-25%  (3)  
o 25-50%  (4)  
o 50-75%  (5)  




5. Does your institution actively promote its film collections? Please check all of the 
following that your institution engages in to promote its film.  
▢     Social Media  (2)  
▢     On-site screenings and events  (3)  
▢     Off-site screenings and events  (4)  
▢     Print resources-newsletters, flyers, etc.  (6)  
▢     Other  (7) ________________________________________________ 














7. Check all of the following social media platforms your institution uses to promote its 
film collections. 
▢     Facebook  (1)  
▢     Twitter  (2)  
▢      Tumblr  (3)  
▢     Instagram  (4)  
▢     Pinterest  (5)  
▢     Blogs  (6)  





8. How often do you post to social media concerning the promotion of your institution's 
film collections? 
o Multiple times a day  (1)  
o Once a day  (2)  
o A few times a week  (3)  
o Once a week  (4)  
o A few times a month  (5)  
o Once a month  (6)  














10. How often does your institution hold on-site screenings of films?  
o more than once a week  (1)  
o once a week  (2)  
o 2-3 times a week  (3)  
o once a month  (4)  
o a few times a year  (5)  
o once a year  (6)  





















































16. Describe the other ways your institution promotes its film collections and why you 





















19. How are your institutions film outreach programs funded?  
o General Archive funds  (1)  
o Fees  (2)  
o Grants  (3)  
o Donations  (4)  





20. How many hours of the work week does your institution spend preparing outreach 
programs for its film collections?  
o 0-10  (1)  
o 10-20  (2)  
o 20-30  (3)  
o 30-40  (4)  









22. Does your institution conduct any sort of user study on those who interact with film 
collections?  
o Yes  (1)  









24. How has digitization of materials changed the way your institution promotes its non-
digital materials?  
________________________________________________________________ 
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The goal of 
my institution 
is to digitize 
everything. 
(1)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
It is 
important to 
show a film 
in its original 
format. (2)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  





materials. (3)  




are shown in 
digital 
formats. (4)  




is the best 
for access of 
films. (5)  






kept. (6)  






26. In your opinion, is there still value in analog films in the digital age?  
o Yes  (1)  











28. Would you be willing to answer follow up questions concerning this topic?  
o Yes  (1)  
o No  (2)  
29. Please provide your email. This will remain confidential.  







part of my 
job. (7)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Appendix B 
Follow Up Survey 
 
Are you satisfied with your institution's analog film outreach activities?  
o Yes  (1)  













Do you see promotion of analog film continuing in the future at your institution?  
o Yes  (1)  
o Maybe  (2)  




Why or why not?  
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________ 
